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Introduction
In a world where the majority of people live in urban areas, it is increasingly important to understand how people relate to urban nature. This is particularly true for Latin America, where more than 70% of people live in cities (United Nations Human Settlements Programme [UN-HABITAT] 2012). Urban trees are the dominant natural element of many cities and contribute to urban quality of life (Nowak and Dwyer 2007) . Exploring how people relate to their urban forest in a deeper way is crucial for managing it sustainably (Dwyer et al. 1991) . The concept of values has proved useful in determining this human-nature relationship at a deeper level (Dietz et al. 2005) . Values reveal the psychological underpinnings behind ecosystem management (Ghilarov 2000) and provide a rationale that integrates both the utilitarian and the intrinsic importance of nature.
Although important advances have been made in understanding citizens' views of the urban forest, many assumptions about how people value the urban forest are still premature. Moreover, public opinion studies about the urban forest have not been carried out in cities other than those in Europe and North America, so an international perspective has not developed. This study presents results of an approach for eliciting urban forest values from citizens in three Latin American cities as a primer to understand the priorities of the citizenry.
Values are defined as hierarchical constructs that lie at the core of the fundamental belief system behind somebody's opinions and conduct (Schwartz 1992; Rokeach 1973) .
Although several typologies exist, the bulk of values theory has focused on the clusters of self-interest, altruism, traditionalism, and openness to change. The environmental values field separates altruism in humanistic and biocentric altruism (Dietz et al. 2005) . Despite the fact that a value is not a quality of an object itself (Schultz 2002) , people can still express a rich emotional and cognitive association with a natural element or an ecosystem (Fulton et al. 1996) , thus advancing not only the notion of whether people value nature or not, but also how they value it. For instance, forest values research has demonstrated that people value forests due to a rich set of intrinsic and assigned values (Moyer et al. 2008; Bengston and Xu 1995) .
Values do not occur in isolation from other values, but as part of an intricate network that many refer to as a value system (Rohan 2000) . Thus, the term value is useful to explore people's perceptions and priorities with nature at a deep level. Alas, most general values explorations provide little insight into values of nature (Dietz et al. 2005) . Moreover, although some assume that environmental values also vary in relation to culture (Schultz and Zelezny 1999) , the evidence is scant (Dietz et al. 2005) . There is then a strong motivation for identifying value in relation to natural elements and/or ecosystems and in various cultural contexts in order to advance values research.
With most of the world's population concentrated in cities, and with daily nature experiences being confined more and more to the city, the urban forest is an ideal ecosystem for exploring values. However, urban forest values have seldom been explicitly explored. On the one hand, studies focused on socioeconomic factors driving species mix and canopy cover (e.g., Hope et al. 2006 ) are vital to understanding variations in urban forest structure, but they give little contribution to understanding why and how people value the urban forest. On the other hand, research on public opinion of the urban forest uses the terms goods, benefits, functions, services, and values interchangeably to mean what people consider important about urban forests (e.g., Tyrva¨inen et al. 2007 ), a conceptual convolution that contributes little toward developing urban forest values typology and theory. For example, studies focused on urban forest benefits see aesthetics as the most common one (e.g., Schroeder et al. 2006; Gorman 2004; Tyrva¨inen et al. 2003; Sommer et al. 1990 ), while studies focused on urban forest services rely on their economic valuation (e.g., Donovan and Butry 2010; Treiman and Gartner 2005; Tyrva¨inen 2001; Luttik 2000) . In fact, most of the literature on urban forests is geared toward identifying environmental services and not what it is about urban forests that people value (Peckham et al. 2013 ).
Another limitation of public opinion research in the urban forest realm is that the urban forest is not seen as an ecosystem. Contributing to this, we find the differences in what urban forests mean in different parts of the world. While a European urban forest is woodland adjacent to the city, a North American one includes all the natural and planted trees in urban areas (Konijnendijk et al. 2006) . People engaged in urban forest management also have different conceptualizations (McLean and Jensen 2004) . Because people usually experience nature as places, in a conceptual or specific way, and not as objects (Ryan 2005) , it is important that urban forest value studies integrate the diversity of urban forest types, from street trees to parks and natural forested areas. However, studies examining public opinion about the urban forest have not explored it in this holistic way. Some relevant studies focus on street trees (Schroeder et al. 2006 ), on urban woodlands (Tyrva¨inen et al. 2007 ), on green or open spaces (Budruka et al. 2009; Balram and Dragievi 2005; De Ridder et al. 2004; Chiesura 2004; Coles and Bussey 2000) , on gardens (Ulrich 1984) , and on greenways (Gobster and Westphal 2004) , but none on the urban forest as a whole and solely on trees or their associated elements. In other studies, values are explored in the context of damage events (Hull 1992) , generating results that are interesting but ultimately difficult to replicate.
Furthermore, most of the literature just mentioned comes from the United States and Europe and is based on interview and survey methods, and in many such cases with prompted answers. While the development of an international perspective has been obviously elusive, this research is limited by being survey based. There is a discrepancy between how people respond to surveys and how they actually think/feel/behave, making it difficult to generalize across studies (Dietz et al. 2005) . Ultimately, values are intimate (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004) , and qualitative methods have the advantage of uncovering how people articulate these thoughts and feelings, rather than asking them to react to survey items (Satterfield 2001 Peckham et al. (2013) . It complements these studies by providing a data set for comparison across different national contexts. We integrate qualitative data from field visits, diaries, and focus groups carried out in the Colombian cities of Bogota´, Cali, and Pereira. The following sections detail the methods used and the results obtained.
Methods
Urban forest values were explored in the Colombian cities of Bogotá, Cali, and Pereira.
All cities have different demographic and ecological qualities ( Table 1 ). The data collection was done through field tours, diaries, and focus groups over a period of six months starting in November 2011 and ending in May 2012.
The method imitates that presented by Peckham et al. (2013) which is based on Owen et al. (2009) . Both this and the earlier studies are interested in developing a value typology based on a deep understanding of how people value the urban forest, not on making statistical inferences about how the Colombian population values the urban forest. As such, it was open to all adults and geared towards people who have an interest in the urban forest. However, some demographic data were collected in order to put the information into the context of participant characteristics.
As with Peckham et al. (2013) , participant selection was based on willingness to participate and open to any adult. Recruitment was done through posters and flyers in public spaces (e.g. markets, parks, libraries, universities, cultural centres, and government buildings), radio announcements, and direct email invitations to organizations and institutions. The tour involved visiting five urban forest types (Table 1) . During the tour, participants filled out a diary divided in two sections. The first section was filled at the beginning of the day, before any visit to the sites, and included a short survey to capture more information about the participants' recruitment, interest in ecology and formal Botanical Gardens 1 Except for the botanical gardens, there is a high representation of non-native species in these three urban forests (>50%, e.g.
Bogotá, JBB-SDA 2010).
2 El Salitre park in Bogotá included all the features described for the recreational sport park but it also included a wetland conservation area.
Results
Twelve, one-day field trips of 3-11 people were undertaken in Bogotá, Pereira, and Cali with a total of 72 participants. Demographic trends were similar for each city and amalgamated. The sample was dominated by young (80% are < 39 years), student or professional (40% and 30%, respectively), urban residents (90%), with a slight tendency for participants to be women (60%).
Additional information about the participants and the recruitment process was obtained with the initial survey. More than half of the participants had or were pursuing a university degree. 50% of all participants declared knowledge of the activity through friends (i.e. snowballing), 20% through posters and flyers, and 15% through email invitations. Less than 20% declared belonging to an NGO. In contrast, the vast majority (>80%) demonstrated an interest in ecological issues, spending time in nature, and feeling connected with nature. However, this same amount declared a low level of formal ecological knowledge.
The combination of methods (diary and focus group) allowed me to capture a wealth of data from personal and collaborative reflections. The first priority of the analysis was to extract the essence of this information through coding and clustering. These allowed me to identify a comprehensive array of urban forest value descriptors (Table 4 .2). To facilitate analysis, frequency-of-mention and cluster categories were built. Approximately 150 codes and eight clusters were identified (Figure 1 ). Codes of only one mention were eliminated. In terms of individual codes, the four most frequent codes by far (>200 mentions) were "tranquility-calmness", "air quality", "habitat (animals)", and "education- 
Discussion

Participants
The participant demographics deserve to be discussed. The sample of participants shows a distinct pattern: young, student or professional, urban residents, with a slight tendency to be women. This bias may be related to the recruitment process. Although the study was open to all adults, and the places selected for posters were diverse, the recruitment method was geared towards people who have an interest in the urban forest. Bias may have been compounded by the fact that snowballing was the most important factor for subsequent recruitment. The self-selection recruitment mechanism seems to favour these demographic patterns. The authors assume that these are also the types of participants who would provide substantial data on these issues. However, different methods could be developed in future studies to obtain different perspectives on the value of urban forests from other urban residents.
Although the sample may seem narrow, it is important to note two things. First, this sample is representative of these kinds of studies (Owen et al., 2009; Sinclair et al., 2014; Peckham et al., 2013) , reinforcing the internal validity of the method. Whether this is connected to the notion that young people and women tend to have a more positive attitude towards the environment (Dietz et al., 1998 Because of the richness and interconnectedness of the data, discussing each descriptor and each cluster in isolation from the others are both difficult tasks. To facilitate analysis I discuss each cluster category. In so doing, I will discuss both frequent descriptors and related ones from other clusters in order to make adequate inferences about what the participants were trying to communicate about their urban forest values.
Aesthetic values
The aesthetics cluster is rich in descriptions of the beauty of trees, natural sounds (particularly birds), natural views, trees of large stature, sense of harmony/equilibrium, and urban isolation, among others (Figure 1 ). This richness of aesthetic descriptors has not been found elsewhere in studies about urban forest aesthetics (e.g. Sommer et al., 1990; Chiesura, 2004; Gorman, 2004; Lohr et al., 2004; Schroeder et al., 2006) , particularly those about preference of urban tree form that focus strictly on individual trees (e.g. Sommer & Summit, 1995; Sommer, 1997) . More importantly, aesthetic descriptors in this study are usually mentioned in reference to the ecological structure of the sites such as species richness and diversity, connections with natural elements, and a sense of unity and complexity, among others (Table 4 .2, example 4). Further exploration is needed in urban forest values research regarding the recurrent associations of aesthetics and their natural/ecological connection, since past studies do not refer to the urban forest in the same comprehensive way as I do in this dissertation (Chapter 1). Finally, some aesthetic descriptors suggest that participants' aesthetic sensitivity depends on the contrasting greyscape of the city. This notion of valuing-through-contrast is pointed out by the descriptors of "urban isolation", "connection with urban elements", "natural as complement for the city", among others, which are frequent in the data (Figure 1) .
Psychological values
Psychological values are expressed mainly through positive feelings (Figure 1) , ideas that have a strong hedonic meaning. Positive feelings can be classified as self-interest values, as they exist only for the pleasure of the individual (Dietz et al., 2005) . The fact that most of the psychological descriptors were elicited through the diary method (Figure 2) corroborates this observation.
Hedonic values do not occur alone. These ideas are expressed through aesthetic descriptors, discussed above, and through the participants' positive interpretation of nature. Well-being, for example, is described in the context of biodiversity (i.e. species richness) and habitat quality (Table 4 .2, example 5). This corroborates how people's interpretation of biodiversity is usually related to species richness and the connection to other elements of nature, such as water or wildlife (Gyllin & Grahn, 2005) .
Moreover, hedonic values may also play a part in health values. According to one example (Table 4 .2, example 3), the positive psychological effects of trees, such as feeling less stressed, more rested, and happier, also influence health. The literature recognizes how urban natural environments enhance mental health (e.g. Tzoulas et al., 2007; Mitchell, 2012) . In contrast to these studies, these results speak to trees specifically and demonstrate how participants connect health and psychological benefits of the urban forest in their own words.
Positive feelings evoked by the urban forest also draw out spiritual connection. It has been recognized that people give a spiritual meaning to their forest experiences through descriptions of novelty, compatibility, fascination, timelessness, and union (Williams & Harvey, 2001) . Although "spiritual" itself is an infrequent code, novelty, amazement, connection with nature, and slowed rhythms are conspicuous (Figure 1 ) and may be used to express these elevated sensations.
Novelty is another prominent psychological descriptor. Novelty may express the human value cluster of openness to change (e.g. Schwartz, 1992) 
Socio-cultural values
Socio-cultural themes allow us to explore altruistic values closer. The two main themes here are how higher tree density is related to a higher quality of life, and how equal access to trees implies an equitable society. Participants have the opinion that public forested spaces are popular alternatives for people with less economic solvency to have access to physical and social activities (Figure 1 ). These results agree with the notion that urban green spaces are places of social encounter (Seeland et al., 2009; Peschardt et al., 2012) , and recreation and play (Gobster & Westphal, 2004) , issues that contribute to quality of life (Sheets & Manzer, 1991) . Descriptors such as civility and security reinforce the idea that trees reduce mental fatigue (Kuo, 2003) . It is interesting to note that public accessibility and equity are often described in tandem (Table 4 .2, example 7), demonstrating, as have others (e.g. Satterfield, 2001; Heynen et al., 2006; Pham et al., 2012) , how important it is to achieve equal access to trees in a disparate social context.
Quality of life and equity are ethical issues that are ultimately grounded in a strong sense of human altruism.
As with the earlier cluster, the fact that a significant portion of the socio-cultural descriptors was elicited through the focus groups (Figure 2 ) may point to either collective thinking processes or individual dominance. If collective thinking explains this, it demonstrates the strength of this method for allowing participants to express socially sensitive values, although this is only the case in this study. Again, because the data are not discriminated by individual contributions, these ideas require further exploration.
Participants also described how urban forest places generate a sense of identity and reinforce traditionalistic human values. It was not a coincidence that many of the places chosen by the researchers have a historical association. The biggest trees in Bogotá, Cali, and Pereira can be found in old, historic neighbourhoods (Table 1) . Themes of identity and history suggest a sense of place. Most contributions on place attachment and urban nature have attached it to green spaces (e.g. Budruka et al. 2009; Ryan 2005) but not to trees, with some exceptions (e.g. Hull et al., 1994; Coles et al., 2013) . This study is evidence that trees provide a sense of place as long as they are also embedded in a historical context of the city. In this regard, trees evoke ideas of old age and associate themselves with historic architecture.
Finally, it is curious that provision of basic necessities by the urban forest, such as food (e.g. Kuchelmeister, 2000) , are not mentioned so frequently in this study, although urban forest management in Colombia was geared towards food provision for the poor in its early stages (e.g. Uribe-Botero, 1998), evidenced by the dominance of mature mango trees in Colombia's warmer cities (Molina-Prieto, 2007) . However, I do recognize the demographic limitations of this study as ways to capture urban forest public values of the urban poor in Colombia.
Environmental values
Most environmental benefits of the urban forest recognized in the literature were also mentioned by the participants, in particular, air quality regulation (Nowak et al., 2006) , microclimate regulation (Rosenfeld et al., 1998) , carbon capture (Nowak & Crane, 2002) , soil quality regulation (McKinney, 2006) , and noise blockage (Islam et al., 2012 ). Air quality is one of the most-mentioned codes. Participants also mention freshness and shade, which are in turn related to microclimatic regulation. Noise blockage is quite frequently recognized as influencing positive feelings (Table 4 .2, examples 2 & 4). These three themes are not unrelated to the particularities of Colombian cities, which are usually affected by high temperatures, solar radiation, levels of air pollution, and noise, mostly due to chaotic motor traffic. However, the participants may have been especially sensitive to these, given that the field tours happened at a time of day when it was particularly sunny and hot.
The discrimination of the data in pre-tour and post-tour coding gives interesting insights Values research has limitations to inform environmental management, since not everybody makes thoughtful decisions or is guided solely by values (Bardi and Schwartz 2003) . However, the results here indicate that people value nature deeply and for a variety of reasons, reasons that may inform urban forest managers of the priorities of the citizenry. Managers can respond to these not only through technical fixes, like planting more trees or increasing tree diversity, but also by enhancing the natural experience in the city through the provision of high-quality, diverse, and accessible urban forest spaces.
APPENDIX Copyright Information
